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Abstract. We demonstrate that special relativity contains irreconcilable contradictions
related to time dilation. The causes of the errors have been found. As a solution, we propose
the principle of quantum time dilation. We show that our approach is in perfect agreement
with the experiments already performed and well prepared to explain future ones. It is
extremely general, because encompasses all possible observers and objects moving in any
way. It will act well in a trajectoryless environment. At the same time, it contains no
contradictions.



1. Introduction. The problems discussed in this work first arose when, while writing
[1], Einstein began to manipulate time. However, time dilation was such a fascinating
issue that we can forgive him for it.

The counterexample given in Section 2. is a logical contradiction that uses three
inertial observers and that's why it has been called the triplet paradox. It shows that the
conception of time dilation known from special relativity contains irremovable logical
errors.

The observers of the triplet paradox never meet again. Nonetheless, all humans who
were unsuccessfully looking for flaws in the twin effect can be satisfied, although at the
end of the work the twins are saved.

Section 3. indicates a problem with clocks that measure time using astronomical
observations. They don't slow down according to the time dilation of special relativity,
even though astronomical time, also called coordinate or sidereal time, is the most
important, and in the definition of Lorentz transformations there is no word about, e.g.,
'ticking'. This is not a logical error, but it is necessary to explain precisely what is
happening.

We start the rescue operation in Section 4. Our most important instrument is termed
observer zero. It was introduced in [2] using the hierarchical structure of Nature.
Wherever observer zero appears, miracles happen, and it will be the same in this work.

Section 5. was written when the author realized that in order not to fall into conceptual
sloppiness, he needed a verb similar to 'run', but with a slightly different meaning. The
choice fell on 'rerun’, and that's how relativistic rerunning came about.

Sections 6. and 7. bring the promised miracle. In the former we formulate the principle
of quantum time dilation, and in the latter we show that it solves all the problems
discussed in the first part of the work. In this way, you get time dilation with an
unprecedented strength and free of any trace of contradiction.

2. The triplet paradox. Donald, Elon and Zbig were triplets at the age of 30. Elon
prepared for a space journey at a speed v such thaty,, = 5. He was to fly in a straight line
to a planet X48 for 50 years and then return.

Elon's journey was therefore supposed to last 100 years, but scientists employed at the
headquarters convinced the astronaut that for him it would only be 20 years. However,
he would never see Donald alive.

Well, duty calls. Elon said a fond farewell to his brother and took off. When he was
already close to X48, a space shuttle with the welcoming delegation docked to his ship.
The astronaut greeted everyone, but especially a beautiful hostess. Soon, Elon came to
the conclusion that love was more important than duty and decided to stay on X48.

Just at that moment, Zbig was approaching the planet! from the other side at the speed
v. Elon asked him over the radio to return to Earth instead. Zbig agreed because he
sensed an opportunity to meet Donald. He reasoned as follows:

“In my and Elon's frames of reference, Donald is moving at the speed v, so he ages 5
times slower. Thus, at the midpoint of the experiment, Donald is 32 years old. Since Elon
was to fly to Earth for 10 years, so can I. Therefore, after my arrival on Earth or, more
precisely, its arrival to me, Donald will be 34 years old, that is, our meeting will be
possible.”

! We do not know what Zbig was doing before, but we may assume he is here in the same state (neglecting the
speed direction) as Elon. If necessary, they do not have to be related.



Using special relativity textbooks, we have to admit that Zbig was right. According to
the principle of relativity, the frames of all three brothers are equivalent (at least in this
case), as they are inertial.

Now let's consider the situation in the Earth's frame of reference. Substituting Zbig for
Elon is insignificant, in total they have to fly for 20 years, which is equivalent to 100
years on a stationary Earth. You see that Donald would have to live 130 years to meet
Zbig.

It cannot be the case that two humans meet in one frame and cannot meet in another
because one of them lies in the cemetery. What's worse, an analogous reasoning can be
carried out for three particles moving in straight lines without accelerations, one of
which has a finite lifetime. And then we would obtain that two of them collide in one
reference frame but cannot in another.

In the twin effect literature, the above example has often been considered on the
assumption that Elon completes his mission. Opponents of this effect argued that from
the perspective of the traveling twin, his brother would be younger. Of course, they were
wrong, because if Elon is coming back, he must at some point be moving with
acceleration (infinite if the change of reference frames happens instantaneously), that is,
he is not an inertial observer. Therefore his frame is not covered by the principle of
relativity. Only the introduction of the third brother makes it possible to find real logical
contradictions in special relativity. And this counterexample is, of course, just the tip of
the iceberg.

The adventures of the brothers can be interpreted in a slightly different way. The
scientists of the headquarters may assume that the space ship of Elon flies to X48 for 50
years, and only the clocks inside the ship, including his body, run 5 times slower. This
won't fix the triplet paradox as long as we follow the principle of relativity. In Zbig's
frame of reference Donald will be 50 years old after the former's arrival, but in the
Earth's frame the latter will have to live for 130 years.

Let us note that in our counterexample the twin effect does not occur; we show that
ordinary time dilation does not work properly. However, the former phenomenon
requires correct time dilation.

Nonetheless, take hearts. The author has always been a great supporter of the twin
effect. Now it is up to him to defend twins, and he will do it already in this work, but on
the basis of a theory different from special relativity.

3. The most important time. If an observer records an event (7, t), another observer
assigns to the same event the coordinates (r’,t") determined by the Lorentz
transformation. The question arises as to which clocks should be used to measure t and
t". Can any ticking clock? be used? Probably not, for such a clock never keeps accurate
time. Maybe an atomic clock? We now know [2] that even when at rest it can measure
time inconsistent with astronomical time. And who needs a false atomic clock time?

Have you heard that someone synchronized clocks applying the "slow clock transport”
method? Exchanging light signals according to the Poincaré-Einstein synchronization is
better, but over long distances it may lead to a time inconsistent with astronomical time.
(This follows from the well-known fact that light travels at a speed less than c in the
presence of matter.) Thus even in heavily cloudy conditions the use of daylight sensors
can quickly provide more accurate results.

2 |t was astronomers who invented the pendulum clock and the watch balance spring. No one would be
interested in these inventions if they did not make it easier to measure astronomical time.



Of course, astronomical time may depend on location, and therefore a time adjustment
may be necessary to ensure that observers right next to each other have the same time..
This is often done on Earth, and astronauts staying longer on Mars will be able to have
clocks showing the local time.

We think that — maybe upon reflection — everyone will agree that the times of
coordinates should be consistent with astronomical phenomena. In our region of space,
such a natural clock ought to be the Sun together with its planets and their satellites.
This time is the most important and it is treated by everyone as the most correct. And in
the definition of the Lorentz transformation there is no word about any other time.

Now suppose that a spaceship flies from space station A to space station B which is
1,500 km away. Both stations hover over fixed points on Earth, and this distance roughly
corresponds to a 10-minute rotation of the Earth. If the ship travels very fast, then upon
arriving at B, the time on the ship — as measured by all its clocks (see below) — should
be delayed by almost 10 minutes (taking into account a possible geographical time
change). Devices on the ship and on the station can take photos of the sky, and the
difference in the sun's position should be noticeable. But it is impossible for two
observers next to each other to see a different image of the sky. (The moving observer
may slow down if necessary, and Al can display the correct image without actually
slowing down.)

The question arises whether this is the second contradiction connected with Lorentz
transformations. In our opinion, this is not the case. It's more about the fact that the
transformations are being used incorrectly.

Suppose that halfway between A and B there is a third station C. Try to calculate the
delay from A to C, then from C to B, and report the total result. If you got nearly 10
minutes, you got caught in a trap set by Nature.

Let's admit that your mistake is very subtle, but it is there. If you teach special
relativity to students, you certainly tell them that Lorentz transformations can only be
used for synchronized clocks. Failure to meet this condition may result in receiving
nonsense.

If you accept that the ship's clocks are delayed upon arriving at C, you must also agree
that at this moment they are unsynchronized. Therefore, you cannot continue to use the
Lorentz transformation. In order to obtain some result you may assume that the clocks
are synchronized (i.e., consistent with astronomical time for both observers), but then
the delay at B will be 5 minutes. As C can be arbitrarily close to B, you will finally get
that the delay at B is infinitesimal, which will be indistinguishable from the result of a
potential experiment.

In [1] Einstein wrote “... if the clock at A is moved with the velocity v along the line AB
to B, then on its arrival at B the two clocks no longer synchronize, but the clock moved
from A to B lags behind the other which has remained at B by...” Nevertheless, he forgot
that the clocks had stopped being synchronized much earlier (at time € > 0), so further
he should not have applied the Lorentz transformation.

Also in our experiment, some clocks of the spaceship cease to be synchronized just
after takeoff from A. Therefore, their further behavior cannot be described using the
Lorentz transformation. No space station C is needed, because time must be
synchronized even without measurement.

One of the spaceship's passengers may have a balance-clock (rather thoughtlessly
highlighted by Einstein [1] in this context). No transformation can assign different times
to the clock and the ship (or a point on the Earth's surface where it is located), because



they are next to each other all the time. And the spaceship (or Earth) must move in line
with astronomical time, for otherwise it would quickly succumb to disaster.

It follows from these considerations that in this area the Lorentz transformation
should be treated only as a heuristic tool. It suggests that infinitesimal delay exists, but a
precise approach ought to be performed by another method. It should determine, inter
alia, which clocks are subject to delay and how they can move.

To conclude this section, we have two pieces of news for you. The good one is that if
you start using Lorentz transformations correctly, all contradictions will disappear. The
bad news states that then you won't have time dilation, and special relativity without
time dilation will be like a tiger without teeth. So keep reading.

4. Observer zero. Let us recall that in [2] the author introduced the concept of
observer zero, denoted by 0,, i.e., a distinguished inertial frame associated with the Big
Bang. He was guided by the enormous benefits that this notion offered. For observer
zero3

¢ made it possible to find Mach's frame, that is, the observer with respect to which
inertia effects are created,

e contributed significantly to the development of the first fully true theory of
gravity,

e paved the way for creating correct theories of other interactions,

¢ laid the groundwork for explaining quantum entanglement.

In this work, to the successes of observer zero we add one more. [t

e enables the annihilation of triplet-type paradoxes, and at the same time provides
time dilation in the broadest possible sense.

In our principle of quantum time dilation, velocities relative to O, will occur. You don't
have to worry about not knowing them. Since observer zero is closely related to the Big
Bang, they will be determined exactly someday. For now, it's enough to know that
frames such as the Earth, the Solar System, or the Milky Way move slowly relative to O,,.
This implies, inter alia, that whenever you know the speed of an object relative to the
Earth, you may assume that it is also its speed relative to O,

5. Relativistic rerunning. We will say that a system relativistically reruns or performs
a relativistic rerun if its evolution in space-time is described using energy-neutral
devices, i.e., those whose work is not directly related to energy consumption. They may
be clocks (the most important in the paper), but they can also measure other
parameters, e.g., positions. It is easy to see that they must move together with the
system, otherwise the devices would have to receive information about the system (e.g.,
by detecting photons or gravitons), which would prevent them from conserving energy.
A system can have many energy-neutral clocks, but further we assume that one of them
is highlighted and called main.

If the system is not at rest, its energy-neutral clocks are not, generally, synchronized
[1] with other clocks in the frame. Nonetheless, there is always an observer for whom
the main clock is at rest, whence it is synchronized. This occurrence of the system will be
called its premiere. Note that each system has only one premiere.

® In the next work we will explain why its existence is not at odds with Lorentz transformations.



The usual duration of a system (measured by synchronized clocks) can be different
from that during a rerun, which is of great importance to the twin effect. For instance, if
we treat Elon as a quantum system rerunning and running in the Earth's frame, and in
Section 2. he doesn't fall in love, his rerun duration (as measured by the main clock, e.g.,
his heart) equals 20 years, whereas his run duration (measured by Earth clocks) is equal
to 100. In other words, Elon's spaceship runs (flies, etc.) for 100 years, but it reruns for
only 20.

You see that each object runs and reruns simultaneously, but their durations can be
different, and that's why we need two verbs. The only time when relativistic rerunning
and running overlap is during the premiere, that is, in the frame of reference in which
the system is at rest. The premiere of Elon runs on the ship, whereas that of Donald (or,
more precisely, an earthly clock fixed at a specific point) on Earth.

6. Quantum time dilation. We postulate the following principle:

% (QuaNTUM TIME DILATION.) Under an observer O, if two quantum systems S; and S,
with binding energy move with velocities v,(t) and v,(t) respectively, and, at the
central positions of the systems, O moves with velocities u,(t) and u,(t) with
respect to O, correspondingly, S, reruns

T
Jy @ @@udt

T (1)
Jy @ 0@umdt

times faster than S,, where t is the time measured by the experimenter, and T is the
experiment duration.

You can surely see that it is extremely general. The observer O can be non-inertial (if
u;, are not constant), and it can even perform a rotation with respect to inertial frames
(when u; and u, are different; they are obviously the velocities of particles being at rest
under O relative to 0).

We assume, of course, that the speeds do not exceed ¢ (u; should be smaller), but no
other requirements are imposed on v, and u;. The functions can even be discontinuous
at every point. This seems to be specially made for quantum physics. The only thing
needed is the appropriate definition of the integral“.

According to the well-known formula y,, g, = ¥, ¥u8, (1) is equal to

T —
Jy @, Bdt
T )
fO avz(t)auz(t)ﬁ_ldt

where £ is defined (giving significantly greater savings than f used in special relativity;
this Greek letter fits really well here®) as follows
v-u

c?’

Bv,u) =1+

* Now you know why mathematicians have been working so hard to generalize the concept of the integral.
® Where 8 = v/c is useful, you may assume ¢ = 1 and write v instead of 3.



The B arguments may be subscripted or omitted if they are clear from the context. This
can result in the very concise notation visible above (and also in v@ u = % for

collinear motions). Therefore, such a  can be used often in ERA [2].
As we have said, u; are usually small, so we obtain the following approximation

T
fO (lvl(t)dt
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If the speeds are constant, we get
Wy _ Vo
Ay, Vv,
and this time dilation is surely already well known to you. Yes, numerous experiments
with particles, performed on Earth, corroborate our theory. Note that they cannot
confirm special relativity, since you already know that it is logically contradictory. And
you see that we have used the heuristic hint suggested by the Lorentz transformation.
The word 'faster' occurs in our principle because it is more natural than 'slower’; all
subscripts 1 come before 2. But of course S, reruns (1) times slower than §;, and the
integrals of (2) are greatest for systems at rest. If both systems are in this state, all
energy-neutral clocks are synchronized, and this is the only such case; for a non-rotating
O (1) is then equal to 1. The following justification explains why we could not use y
instead of a.
Suppose that until time P < T a moving clock C; runs x times faster than a stationary

clock Cy, and later the former runs y times faster than the latter (of course, x and y do
not exceed 1). When the experiment is finished, C; indicates the time

Px + (T — P)y.
Thus in the whole experiment C; runs (we use the Riemann integral)
P T T
Px+(T—P)y [Jyxdt+[,ydt [/ fupydt

T T T
J, 1dt
times faster than C,, where

X, ift<P,

f(x,P,y) () =
y, otherwise.

Now suppose that there is one more clock C,, whose delays relative to C, are described
by a function f(, g »). Then in the whole experiment C; runs

T

fo f(x,P,y) dt
T

fo f(u,R,z) dt

times faster than C,. Replacing one change in clock speed by infinitely many we get (2),
and (1) when taking into account observer zero needed to avoid triplet-type paradoxes.

Note that our principle supports the so-called clock hypothesis saying that time
dilation does not depend on acceleration. This has already been experimentally
confirmed in particle accelerators.



It's high time to explain what the clause 'with binding energy' does in our principle.
Well, it ensures compliance with the uncertainty principle. Note that we are talking
about velocities at specific instants and positions. If there were no binding energy, one
could calculate energies and momenta.

You absolutely don't need to worry that the absence of binding energy limits the
applicability of the theory. This lack is only apparent. As we mentioned in [2], each
fundamental particle consists of particles called tinions, and it contains also a lot of
binding energy. Therefore, this clause must be for formal reasons, but you can smoothly
use quantum time dilation, e.g. for muons.

You may also use the following corollary

% (TIME DILATION: CLASSICAL APPROXIMATION.) Under an observer O, if two large systems
S1 and S, move with velocities v,(t) and v,(t) respectively, and, at the central
positions of the systems, O moves with velocities u, (t) and u,(t) with respect to O,
correspondingly, S, reruns (1) times slower than S;.

Here 'large system' means one for which the uncertainty principle can be neglected.

7. Logical consistency. Since relativistic rerunning deals mainly with unsynchronized
clocks, it does not pose the difficulties described in Section 3. A clock based on
astronomical observations must register photons, neutrinos, gravitons or other
particles, which changes its energy. Therefore, astronomical devices placed on a
spaceship can show time consistent with celestial objects (and this enables correct
navigation in space).

On the other hand, balance-clocks or human bodies located inside the spaceship do not
need a constant supply of energy from outside the vehicle to function properly. Thus
they can be delayed in accordance with (1).

We believe that in physics referring to energy is better than talking about 'ticking'.
Even astronomical objects tick, in a sense, when they orbit or rotate, as the processes are
periodic. On the other hand, muons do not tick.

Relativistic rerunning allows that a clock conserves energy in some periods and not in
others. Consider, e.g., a pendulum clock. If it operates based on an artificial gravitational
field generated inside the spaceship, it preserves energy (you may assume that ship
parts also belong to the clock). However, the situation can change near a massive object.
Similarly, a moving subsystem may age more slowly than the rest of the system if energy
exchange between them occurs only occasionally.

Using two integrals of (1) one obtains

COROLLARY 7.1. During an experiment, if S; reruns x times faster than S,, and S, reruns y
times faster than S, then S, reruns xy times faster than S;. m

The experimenter can check the readings of the energy-neutral clocks of the three
systems and must of course obtain results consistent with the corollary. Therefore, if our
theory predicted something different, it would be contradictory. This could be the case if
(1) contained only one integral.

The next lemma is simple but very important and will be used frequently in the ERA of
new physics.



LEMMA 7.2. We have
(w@v)® (—wDuwl=|vdul

whenever the vectors satisfy |v| < c, lu| < ¢, and |w| < c.

Proof. It suffices to show that

Ywedv)®(-whu) = Vvdu,
that s,

YWEBUV—WEBuﬁ (W Dv,-wDd u) = Vv)/uﬁ (‘U, u)'
V2BW, v)B(—w,W)f(w @ v,—w B u) = f(v,u),

where y2 = (1 —w?)™1 = @2 (we assume that ¢ = 1). As one has

1 1-aw-v
wdv=pwv) <av+w+Tw>,
—wPhu=p(-w,u)?! <au —w —%w),

the left side contains y? and —y?w?, and their sum equals 1. There is also y2a?v - u
equal to v-u. Thus we have to prove that the sum of the remaining components
vanishes. It is easy to see that they do not contain the scalar product of v and u. Instead,
the vectors are always multiplied by w. Therefore, if we replace v and u with v' and u’
that are collinear with w and such that

w-v=w-v,

w-u =w-u,
the sum will remain unchanged and must be zero because the lemma is true for collinear
vectors, since @ is then commutative and associative. m

If O moves with a velocity w relative to O’, under the latter a quantum system S moves
with the additional velocity w compared to v under O. The problem is whether it should
be w @ v or maybe v @ w. The former option can be called early modification (w is a
modifier common to all systems), whereas the latter late modification.

We assume that only early modification is correct (and this seems to be generally
accepted). The reason lies, inter alia, in Lemma 7.2. It ceases to be true if we change the
order of the arguments inside the parentheses. Furthermore, as O’ moves with the
velocity —w relative to 0, we should have

-whwdv)=v,
and this, in fact, holds. On the other hand, in the case of late modification one has
voOowow=+v

for non-collinear vectors.
Now we can prove

THEOREM 7.3. (Annihilation of triplet-type paradoxes.) The time dilation between two
quantum systems does not depend on the choice of reference frame, even a non-inertial
one.



Proof. If at the position of S, the observer O moves with a speed wy(t) relative to 0’,
under the latter S, at t' moves with the additional speed w;(t) compared to v,(t)
under 0, and 0’ at t’ has to move with the additional speed —w,(t), compared to O at t,
relative to 0,. By Lemma 7.2. one obtains

(Wi (8) @ v () © (—wi(t) @ ur ()| = [vie(t) i (V1.

The left side is the argument of « for 0" at t’, whereas the right side for O at t. Obviously,
the values of both integrals for O will be T'/T times larger (at least in the case of the
Riemann integral), which doesn't matter. m

The theorem is very important inasmuch as otherwise — even without the principle of
relativity — one could always find a frame of reference in which two particles collide,
while in another one the collision does not occur, because one of the particles decays
earlier. That would be a source of contradictions.

If you analyze the above proof, you will understand the greatest difference between
our theory and that of Einstein. Although both brothers are inertial, in this context they
are not equivalent®. Since in Section 2. Zbig is moving with great speed relative to
Donald, his speed with respect to observer zero becomes high (approximately the same)
as well. Therefore, if Zbig knew this theory instead of special relativity, he would know
that in order to meet Donald, his brother would have to live 130 years.

We have promised to defend twins and now we can confirm: such journeys will be
possible without contradictions. We think that human bodies can be treated as quantum
systems with energy-neutral clocks. Although medicine and biology will also have to
comment on this matter, from a physical point of view there are no obstacles.

Based on this approach, both scientists in Houston and the Al on Elon’s spaceship will
get the same result: Elon ages five times slower than Donald. And this will be the case
even if Elon returns to Earth, meaning he will not be inertial.

You see that we have chosen a strategy different from the one used in special relativity.
We do not boast that our theory does not cover non-inertial observers and therefore is
logically consistent, because we saw in Section 2. that such naive security did not work.
Instead, we have developed a theory that encompasses all possible observers and is
truly consistent.

8. Conclusion. We have shown that special relativity contains contradictions caused
by the classical principle of relativity but also by Lorentz transformations, since
probably everyone uses them — in our opinion — incorrectly.

The current situation regarding time dilation can be compared to the following event.
Someone once bought a vacuum cleaning robot, in whose manual it clearly stated that it
should not have been used to vacuum carpets. Nonetheless, the buyer started vacuuming
the carpets and was successful several times. In the end, the device couldn't handle it
and gave out.

In physics, Nature has clearly written that the Lorentz transformation can only be used
with synchronized clocks. Nonetheless, the physicists — led by Einstein — have been
ignoring this, although the very name 'time dilation' indicates the inevitable presence of
unsynchronized clocks. In the end, special relativity has given out under the weight of
contradictions.

® We think (and even know) that Lorentz transformations can be introduced without the principle of relativity.



In this state of affairs, we act like a technical emergency service and come to the
rescue. Our product, Quantum Time Dilation™, fits all surfaces, sorry, all observers,
including those performing the wildest rotations and even trajectoryless. It allows you
to calculate time dilation for objects moving at any speeds along straight lines, curves
and without trajectories. And you will be able to do all this without fear of encountering
logical contradictions.

To avoid anomalies while still having everything you need, you may use quantum time
dilation (or its classical approximation) and what remains of special relativity.
Remember that on the basis of the latter even simple time dilation leads to triplet
paradoxes, but you may talk about the heuristic cue provided by the Lorentz
transformation.

In [2] we have written that special relativity is 50% true. However, it is currently
evident that it contains serious errors even without considering superluminal signals. As
time dilation is its core, we estimate the truth of Einstein's theory at no more than 25%.
Therefore, we have slightly modified the edifice of new physics (see Fig. 1.). Due to
possible applications, we already suggest replacing special relativity by ERA.

Finishing the work, we would like to say a few words about the attached bibliography.
At the beginning of the twentieth century, everyone thought that a scientific paper
should have included references. Although Einstein worked at a patent office’, he likely
had difficulty accessing scientific literature®. This gives one of the few things Einstein
and the author have in common. The latter is a retiree with a low budget and therefore
has problems with access to printouts.

In that situation, Einstein decided to demonstrate that a research article might not
have references, and he succeeded [1]. The author wanted to do this® as well, but he
failed. The reasons are as follows.

Before 1905, Einstein had no significant papers to his name and was preparing for a
promising academic career. On the other hand, throughout his academic career the
author mainly fought criminals disguised as scientists. Nonetheless, he managed to write
a few important works and has to refer to one of them here.

Moreover, the author cannot maintain that he has not read Einstein's memoirs, but the
bibliography below is minimal in size. We apologize to everyone writing about time
dilation and the twin effect that their names have been omitted.

" Completely unfairly, no professor was willing to hire Einstein at the university, which may explain his
somewhat strange behavior.

& As a physics graduate, Einstein definitely was not employed there as a janitor. Thus he was obliged to look
through the scientific literature.

® After receiving a review excluding him — based on blatantly fraudulent arguments — from research, the
author had the right to do anything.



Level Description

Observation CUP (the acronym cannot be expanded in this work). You will be able to admire the

deck beautiful view of Nature from here while sipping a cup of drink.

Attic | quantum equations, quantum optics, etc.

Fourth floor BED (BaryoElectric Dynamics). The name of this theory is justified by the existence of
certain connections between the baryonic and electromagnetic fields. The occupant
of this bedroom, TIM (Tinion Internal Model), uses a baryoelectric charge defined as
the sum of the two charges. You can check that it is an integer even for quarks!

Third floor CAT (Color Arithmetic and Theory). It contains the full arithmetic of colors and color
theory, i.e., chromodynamics. In our opinion, the word 'quantum' is unnecessary in
this case. However, you may also speak about new QCD.

Second floor new QED (Quantum ElectroDynamics). Here 'Quantum’ is essential. The theory can
be treated as a part of BED, i.e,, it can use the fourth floor bedroom.

First AGA (Additional Gravitational Amendments). Dark matter. Dark energy. Black holes.

floor Observer zero. Climate. A rowdy subtenant called Weak Field (virtual particles).

Veranda | SIT (Superluminal Information Technology). Here you will be able to sit and relax.
Artificial intelligence using superluminal signals and IM will only be what we expect.
Such Al will do everything for you.

Pillars ERA (Encapsulated Relativity | GUN (Grand Unification of IM (Information

(cornerstones) Approach). Nature). Mechanics).

Cellars the Lorentz transformation, universes, info bosons,

(equipment and Einstein's formulas, intercosmic transformations, info waves,

materials) relativistic rerunning, quantum relativity principle, Heisenberg's
quantum time dilation, Planck's formulas, uncertainty
signal encapsulation © and De Broglie's wave-particle principle,
elaboration ®), duality, quantum
superluminal signals, stability of cosmoses (hadrons), | entanglement.
probabilities. galaxy escaping.

Fig. 1. The edifice of new physics.
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